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PREFACE

In 1962 U.S. Naval Intelligence described as a "para-
doxical" fact that the USSR's "recent emphasis on ASW was
directed at an area near the Soviet coasts...which are not
likely submarine operating areas...".l/ What made Soviet
stress on coastal ASW as well as the USSR's large-scale con-
struction of coastal patrol ships seem so inexplicable was
that the West did not realize at the time that the same
traditional Soviet emphasis on coastal defense that still
leads them to maintain coastal artillery (and now coastal
missile batteries) had been supplemented by the early '60s
by recognition of the fact that a much improved coastal ASW
capability would be required in 6rder to protect their

ballistic missile submarines against U.S./NATO ASW.

Without far better coastal ASW capabilities, both the
older Yankee Class and the new Soviet Delta-Class SSBNs that
are still building but already constitute the least vulner-
able part of the USSR's seaborne nuclear deterrent could be
ambushed by "enemy" SSNs in wartime as they left or returned
to port or they could be detected as they left port in peace-
time and constantly trailed and, in the event of hostilities,
sunk before they could launch their missiles. Since the USSR
never attempted to maintain a large share of their ballistic
missile submarines on station as does the U.S. but instead has
opted to retain a large plurality in port most of the time
until and unless the outbreak of war appears imminent, the USSR
obviously had a much greater requirement for protecting its
SSBNs than did the U.S.

i/office of Naval Intelligence Review, February 1962, p. 49
(Declassified). The full quotation merits noting: "The recent
emphasis on ASW is also (like the naval construction program /e.g.,
the Osa and Komar classes of coastal missile patrol boat§7 directed
at an area near the Soviet coasts, rather than the control of the
sea concept so basic to the U.S. Navy. Continued Soviet efforts
against waters which are not likely submarine operating areas can
only be described as paradoxical."
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This study is intended to present the evidence available
from Soviet naval and military writings of the existence in
the Soviet naval miscion structure of a second new nuclear-era
mission along with strategic strike by SSBNs: that for pro-
tection of these £SBNs while out of port. Note will be taken
of indications of the importance attributed to this mission by
Soviet military and naval writers as well as the implications
for the relative priority accorded to SSBN-protection with

respect to the other most significant Soviet naval missions.

The initial look at each of the missions taken in pre-
paration of the proposal for this project suggested that the
SSBN-protection mission would be either No. 1 in importance

or almost certainly among the top three. Once all of the

remaining seven studies of the ten possible Soviet naval
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missions for a general nuclear war have been completed, it

should prove possible to list the SSBN-protection mission with
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some confidence in priority order with regard to the other nine

missions.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This study concludes most importantly that the SSBN-pro-
tection mission was added officially to the Soviet Navy's
mission structure for any general war as early as January 1960
(and no later than May 1962) and that it remains in force at
present. Also, the available evidence indicates that this
mission is a very close second, if not a virtual coequal, to
the anti-SSBN mission in enjoying a high priority call on the

1/

allocation of naval forces to the various general-war missions.=

An additional conclusion of considerable note is that in
1963-65 and again in 1973-75 the Navy, spearheaded by Gorshkov,
conducted intense public lobbying campaigns to win Party approval
over the opposition of the Army marshals for the much larger
naval construction programs for general purpose naval forces
which the Navy deemed essential if it were to safegquard the
Soviet SSBNs with reasonable effectiveness in a war against
NATO.

l-/From the initial study iu this series on the ten possible
Soviet naval missions for a general nuclear war it was learned
that Soviet SSBNs still have not been assigned a major share
with the Strategic Missile Forces (SMF) in the possibly decisive
initial deep strike against the continental United States but
rather are to be withheld as a reserve, back-up force in the
event the SMF is unable to destroy all of its assigned targets.
A corollary to this quasi-underemployment of Soviet SSBNs was
seen to be a rather paradoxical situation in which strategic
strike by the SSBNs does not hold the top priority that it
otherwise logically might be expected to hold in the Soviet
naval mission structure but rather follows after not only the
anti-SSBN mission but also SSBN protection, the very mission
designed to insure that the SSBNs survive the initial nuclear
exchange to be available, should they be required, to back up
the SMF.




'K ) The Navy's portrayal of the open-ocean patrol areas of .'.

] Soviet SSBNs as being only "weakly defended" and its misrepre-

.l!‘l
a

} sentation of the U.S. Navy's CVAs as being largely engaged in
f protecting our own SSBNs was interpreted in this study as an
® effort to win approval for building air-capable ships that

o WL
e P

would be remarkably similar to our attack aircraft carriers,
although claimed to be intended primarily for providing an open-
ocean capability to conduct pro-SSBN ASW in the face of NATO _
o opposition (i.e., including that from CVAs). It was noted that %
Gorshkov, as an old surface sailor, could scarcely be unmindful

of the multi-mission capabilities that such air-capable ships

AT A L A T e,

with high-performance fighter aircraft would provide *he Soviet
L Navy. h

g e et

[ Finally, it was concluded that the Soviet Navy's nuclear-
powered attack submarines, despite their potentially great

L capabilities for pro-SSBN ASW, still appear not to have been

integrated tactically into the Navy's aircraft-surface ship

ASW effort. This appears to be the case despite the fact

T
‘. 4 a 4 a2 ¢ . *
“a e o A__‘i.ﬂ“ o 2

that senior Soviet naval officers repeatedly have claimed in
print that the U.S. Navy sets great store in using SSNs for ASW.

§ The methodology employed to reach the foregoing conclu-
sions has consisted of examining all of the available Soviet

'
-:r:a‘.*v‘l_._v
L St e

military and naval writings since the death of Stalin in 1953

(¥} and of analyzing all of the portions of those writings of possible )
; relevance to the SSBN-protection mission. This involved several ;
E hundred journal and newspaper articles, books, monographs, i

speeches, und radio and TV broadcasts. Available issues of é
Ec; Military Thought, the formerly classified professional journal é
g of the Armed Forces' General Staff, were used in addition to the Iy
t open-media sources and provided same valuable insights. To 5
E make +he anralysis of the substantial body of relevant data more '?
 © manageable and its presentation more comprehensible for the o
E reader, this study was divided into three periods of roughly
E
t v
v .
r :
B e e T e e T e L N S



equal length, the first coinciding with the fall of Khrushchev
and the second with the key XXIVth Party Congress at the approx-

imate mid-point of Brezhnev's tenure in power.

Summaries of the evic:nce for each of these threse periods
have been added to the end of each of the chapters so that any-
one concerned primarily with the findings rather than the detailed
evidence may turn directly to the three fairly brief summaries

which begin, respectively, on pages 17, 30, and 55.
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I. THE PRC-SSBN ASW MISSION IN THE KHRUSHCHEV ERA
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In retrospect, an article that appeared in the Soviet

Navy's professional journal Naval Digest in December 1961

P provided an in-depth indication of the then-current concern
on the part of the Soviet Navy with obtaining from the Sov.et
Party and government the large number of modern ASW forces

required to provide protection to the USSR's "strategic"

Py submarines. This applied not only to the first generation
Soviet kallistic missile submarines of the diesel-powered
Golf Class, the first of about 29 units of which had been
in operation since 1958, but also to the first nuclear-
Py powered ballistic missile submarines, those of the Hotel - ‘9!
Class, the first of nine units of which had come into ]
operation earlier in 1961. This article merits close b
scrutiny as the earliest available piece of extensive
o evidence of Soviet naval interest in the SSBN-protection .'i
A

1/

mission.= !

e N ]
4 B » c .
PR
o]

AL

The article was unambiguously titled "Protection for

the Deployment of Submarines in the Course of Military Action."g/

WP O By

l/'I‘he Naval Digest, by far the best source of such infor-

mation, has not been released by the Soviet censors for the post-
® war period up through 1960 and no copies covering the second half
of the '50s, when earlier interest in protection of ballistic
missile submarines could have been published, have yet reached
the non-Communist world. However, the fact that no such indica-
tions are to be found in Red Star, Communist of the Armed Forces, e
the Military-Historical Journal or other military publications '

,W,,.‘..

oy

X DR
e
P

makes 1t quite likely that the Stepanov article was in fact the <
first published evidence of such interest. S

2/

—/Captain First Rankx M. E. Stepanov, Dotsent, "Obespecheniye s
razvertivaniya podvodnykh lodok v khode voyennykh deystvii", o
Morskoi sbornik No. 12, December 1961, pp. 39-48. e
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It was signed by an active-duty Navy Captain First Rank serv-

ing as an assistant professor, quite likely at the Naval War

College from where much of such advanced thinking emanates.

Essentially an elaborate justification for more and
better ASW forces to provide "combat stability" to Soviet
missile submarines, the article drew extensively on the cumu-
lative ASW experience of both world wars to make almost every
imaginable argument in historical-surrogate form to justify
very greatly expanded and improved ASW forces. In the course
of ten pages, the author managed to introduce no less than
14 such surrogate arguments, some of them almost transparently
obvious. Since they provide a great deal of insight into Soviet
naval thinking on the problems involved in giving wartime pro=-
tection to Soviet SSBNs in general and, particularly, to the

Yankee Class, each of these 14 justifications for enhanced ASW

capabilities is summarized briefly in the following sub-paragraphs:

1. As the results of World War II strategic
bombing surveys show, the U.S. cannct
expect to destroy any Soviet SSBNs at
their bases so is forced to build large
ASW forces for that purpose. 1In his zeal
to use this point to support the case for
bigger, better Soviet ASW forces for SSBN
pr.otection, the author simply ignores the
aifference that nuclear weapons may be ex-
pected to make (p. 38);

2. "Foreign specialists" are asserted to
agree on the priority "importance of
attacking submarines while they are de-
ploying from their bases to the regions
of corbat activity", which, "naturally"
evoked "an interest in protection of
submarine deployment" (p. 38);

3. The experience of both world wars is
claimed to testify to the importance of
protecting submarine devloyments. In
World War I, the article asserts, the
basic method used successfully by the
Anglo-French forces to prevent Austro-
German submarines from reaching the
Mediterranean to attack the Allied SLOC
was that of "preventing the egress of
the enemies' submarines from their bases”

M AT S Al -
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o (p. 44). 1In World war II, the western j
i allies gave "speciuil attention to the _

[ © establishment .. deeply-echeloned ASW g

zones" (p. 44). The result was that
more than half of all German submarines
sunk in that war were detected and de-
stroyed during their deployment and re-
turn to base" (pp. 38-39);

[ AR T T YA WY Ja e
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) 4. World War II showed that success in pro-
tecting submarine deployments depended to
"a large extent" on the on-the-scene
"presence of forces capable of being used
against the ASW forces opposing the tran-
sits" (p. 41):

| B S LN

':‘.,.n' IA»
(6))
.

In the period between World Wars I and II,
Germany overrated its "strategic position"
and so failed to pay sufficient attention
P to developing the requisite forces for pro-
tecting submarines while deploying (p. 41);

P
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With the increase in the "front" or "zone
of basing" enjoyed by German naval forces
after the cverrunning of Western Europe and
Py Scandinavia had made Atlantic naval bases
available for the submarine campaign against
- Allied shipping, the requirements for naval
forces, especially for aircraft and surface
ships, to protect deploying submarines in-
creased greatly -- and just at the wrong
o time when the numbers of such forces was
being significantly decreased by war losses
(p. 42);
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7. Germany was said to have been relatively well
off in World War II as regards its mine-

(2 sweeping capability to insure safe sortie and
return of its submarines through blockading
minefields in comparison with the other ASW
forces available to support submarine deploy- N
ments. The rather gratuitous and out-of- \
context nature of this observation suggests :3
that attention was being called to the fact )
that Soviet submarine, aviation, and other ﬂ
surface ASW forces besides the minesweeps were f
not up to par with the minesweeping force in -
their numbers and modernity and the Party -
leaders and Ground Forces' marshals that domi- 4
nate the Defense Ministry were being urged to L
expand and improve those forces to have ade- g
quately large and capable balanced forces
ready in the event of war to enable the Navy
to provide protection for their SSBNs during
their deployments (p. 42):
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8. The alleged failure of the "capitalist"
naval powers between wars to build ade-

e guate ASW forces to enable them to protect
their submarines during deployment was due
to their leaders' failure "to correctly
evaluate the significance of submarines for
combat at sea" (p. 42);

0 9. Germany's failure to foresee the rapid

; buitdup of ASW forces by Great Britain
and the U.S. once the U-boat anti-SLOC

J campaign had been initiated and to have
% available enough naval forces not just for
* point defense of the U-boats but for de-
' stroying the burgeoning ASW fleets of the
- enemy (i.e., in a strategic offensive
o specifically targeted against ASW forces
" wherever they were to be found, in port or
at sea) "seriously handicapped" the deploy-
ment of the U-boats out into the open
A Atlantic (p. 42);

4 10. It is not sufficient, the article main-

- tained, merely to escort one's submarines

£ safely out of their bases. As World War I

' Py was stated to have shown, it also was neces-

{ sary to escort them until they reached the
relative safety of the open ocean. This
was shown by World War I to be particularly
true, the author opined in a masterly but
perhaps heuristically useful statement of

PY the obvious, "in regions of intense ASW
activity by the enemy". Although the
author did not say so at this juncture,

7, it was clear from the context that the

primary concern with "regions of intense

5 ASW activity" was for ASW barriers (p. 45);

At

11. Sufficient naval forces of all useful types
. are required to destroy enemy ASW iIorces in
position at any given time to oppose a "break-
through" of one's own submarines for running
a blockade or penetrating an ASW barrier.
v © This requirement for adequate ASW force levels
3 was first demonstrated in World War I, accord-
) ing to the Stepanov article, when "the action
\ of the Austrian Navy in supporting the break-

through by German submarines of the Otranto

5 Barrier /across the Adriatic Sea where it opens
© into the Mediterranean/ consisted of the
. periodic destruction of the Anglo-Franco-
\ Italian ASW forces. Immediately before the
breakthrough or during the breakthrough the
Germans normally increased the operations of
their supporting forces" (p. 45).
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12. The account of the Austrian Navy supporting
its submarines in "breakthrough" of the
Otranto Barrier, as summarized in the pre-
ceding paragraph, was extended to describe
what, on the face of it, appeared to be

: simply an interesting tactic with obvious

‘ contemporary relevance. The article related -

] that the Austrian Navy initially only pro- ‘9.

I vided close escort for the deploying German »T

§ submarines. However, this soon resulted in

:

‘

b

revealing the position of the deploying U- ¥
boats to the "Anglo-Franco-Italian ASW forces" o
and the former were brought under attack. To e

P avoid betraying the location of the German sub- 91
marines with such certainty during the "break- .-
through", the Austrian Navy undertook to

"operate on a broad front" in several other ﬁ}
areas of the barrier (p. 45). Although the =
implication of this tactic as multiplying -
° the requirements.for ASW forces by the number” 9!

of diversionary "breakthroughs" carried out
was not made explicit by the author, presum-
ably they were quite clear to the Party and
military decision-makers for whom this Navy
advocacy of more and better ASW forces was . 3
) intended. ;

13. Success in effectina the "breakthrough" of i
an enemy ASW barrier at any given time in a
\ war depends considerably on the status cof the
rapidly changing seesaw technological compe- oy
® tition between developments in submarine war- '8
fare on the one hand and those in ASW on the R
other. The article describes the shifting
tides of technological fortune of the German

1.

U-boats in World War II as they attempted the =7
"breakthrough" of the Bay of Biscay ASW Barrier B
o (blockade) from the captured French naval bases L
where the Germans had based their main sub- O
marine forces for the Atlantic anti-SLOC cam- e
paign. This included the introduction of air- "
borne RDF against surfaced U-boats and the =
German counter by equipping their submarines o
L with snorkel. The reader of the full account @
of this technological battle is left with the oS
strong impression that the necessity was being ﬁ;
advocataed for investing heavilyv in R&D and new i
‘ construction of not only more advanced missile %
! and torpedo attack submarines (e.g., with better Y
® sonar and greater quietness, speed and submer- ‘.‘_
' gence depths) but also of escorting submarine, S
i air, and surface forces with improved AAW, ASUW, 2y
' and ASW capabilities) (p. 47); and R
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14.

"Reliable protection" of deploying submarines,
the author states in summary in the final
paragraph of the article, is to be achieved
only at the price of developing "heterogeneous
forces" (i.e., submarine, air, and surface
ships) that are constantly and promptly moder-
nized with the latest developments in ASW.
Only in this way can the Soviet Navy dispose
of the forces capable of "systematically com-
batting the ASW forces of the enemy" as he
tries to counter Soviet plans for protecting
the USSR's SSBNs (p. 48).

The Stepanov article also included a half dozen addi-
tional points of contemporary relevance for SSBN protection:

l.

World War II saw the much wider use of mobile
forces and ASW means, primarily aircraft and
surface ships, rather than the positional .
means (mainly mines and station-keeping ships)
that had been predominant in World War I.
This increased use of mobile forces had the
result, it was observed in the article, of
increasing the ASW "zone of control" and,
consequently, of the distance that the sub-
marines had to cover at the reduced submerged
speed of diesel submarines running on battery
power. This had at least doubled the time
that the German submarines were exposed to
ASW detection and attack by Allied ASW forces.
As a result, the author emphasized by repeat-
ing a point made twice in the article, the
"basic share" (i.e., the majority) of German
U-boats sunk in World War II were detected and
successfully attacked during their deployment
to the open ocean (p. 44).

The success of "modernized" ASW barriers by
the end of World War I was attributed by the
author to the fact that the barriers were
echeloned to a depth greater than that which
the German U-boats could cover submerged with-
out having to surface to recharge their bat-
teries. What was not made explicit but must
be considered one of the major advantages
accrued by the USSR by the application of
nuclear propulsion to submarines is that
nuclear-powered submarines, unlike their
diesel-driven predecessors, are no longer
subject to blockade solely by being forced to
surface to recharge their batteries and so
easily detected and destroyed (p. 44).



The egress of submarines from their bases
was opposed in both world wars mainly by the
laying of mine barriers. In the First World
War mine barriers laid off enemy submarine
bases alone accounted for 25 percent of all
German U-boats sunk. The importance of
sweepin¢g a path for submarines leaving and
returning to port explains why minesweepers
are included in the composition of forces
supporting submarine deployments. The two
basic methods for the protection of a sub-
marine leaving or returning to port are:

(1) "The systematic sweeping of minec" and

(2) "The systematic search for enemy sub-
marines in the Offshore Zone" (p. 45).

Obviously, it is to be able to apply this
second method that the USSR maintains the
unprecedentedly great coastal ASW forces
that the U.S. Office of Naval Intelligence
found so puzzling just two months after the
Stepanov article was written (see Preface).

There is a close relationship, of course,
between the Soviet naval missions for coastal
SLOC protection and SSBN protection in that
the same coastal ASW forces can and are used
for both as circumstances make expedient.

The Stepanov article makes the interesting
and relevant point that the daily ASW patrol
activity incident to SLOC protection can be
exploited to mask submarine deployments rfrom
their bases out of coastal waters (p. 45).

In World War II, the German Naval Command did
what little it was able to do in the way of
providing protection to its submarines during

the deployment phase. One of the reasons that
this effort was wholly inadequate, according

to Stepanov, was that even those aircraft which
were not commandeered for fighting on the ground
fronts were not under the Navy's command and
requests for air support were either honored

in the breach or too slowly (p. 46). Since the
Soviet Long-range Air Force (LRAF) is charged
with providing scme long-range reconnaissance

and strike supnort to the Soviet Navy, it may

be that this observation was a veiled criticism

of the LRAF for providing only grudging and limited
support of this kind. This point is cf particular




¢
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note for, as shall be detailed in due course,
both Admiral Gorshkov and his leading theore-
tician, Rear Admiral Stalbo, writing a decade
later, chose to rewrite this bit of history
to claim that the Germans made no efforts

to provide support for their deploying sub-
marines.

That Navy advocacy (such as indicated by Stepanov's
December 1961 article) of more ASW forces, at least of more
surface ASW ships, had not fallen on completely deaf ears
among the Ground Force officers of the Defense Ministry and
General Staff became manifest less than a year later with
the appearance of the first of the three editions of Military-
Strategy. Edited by the long-time Chief of the General Staff
of the Armed Forces, Marshal Sokolovskiy, and written by a
"collective" of General Staff officers, the 1962 edition took
limited cognizance in two ways of the Navy's plea for more

surface ASW ships.

First, it acknowledged the alleged fact that the "great-
est war preparations" being taken by the United States and
Great Britain were those in the field of ASW and conceded
vaguely (in comparison to the detail with which most subjects
of comparable importance were treated) that "this would have to

1/

be taken into account.= Secondly, it concluded with equal
vagueness that "a certain number of surface ships are necessary
to protect the operations of submarines and for carrying out
second priority missions such as the defense of sea communica-
tions and cooperation with the Ground Forces in the operations in

2/

coastal directions".= Military Strategy stated, with obvious

l/Voyennaya strategiya, V. D. Sokolovskiy (Ed.), Moscow:

Military Press of the Ministry of Defense, p. 313. The first
edition was sent to the printers for typesetting (and subsequent
censorship) on 12 March 1962 and was signed to the press for
publication on 24 May 1962.

E/Ibid., p. 276. This appears, with minor translation
differences, on p. 254 of Harriet Fast Scott's translation and
line-by-line comparison of the three editions (1962, 1963, and
1968) of Military Strategy (Crane, Russak and Company, 1968
(henceforth referred to as "HFS")).
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reference to submarines since they are considered the Soviet
Navy's "main striking force":
In order to afford protection to naval

combat operations, it is necessary to have

sufficient reconnaissance and anti-sub-

marine aircraft and also special anti-

submarine and air defense ships, radar

patrol ships, minesweepers, etc.

The Navy's dissatisfaction at being put off in such
fashion was not long in finding its reflection in print. The
January 1963 issue of Naval Digest contained a review of
Military Strategy by a former wartime Chief of Main Staff,
Admiral Alafuzov. Writing from the relatively safe retreat

of retirement, the outspoken admiral bluntly stated the Navy's
disappointment on the score of its patent need for more ASW
surface ships. Military Strategy's statement that "a certain

number" of surface ships would be required to support submarine
operations was characterized, with seeming bitterness, as "too
vague" and "of little use". He charged the General Staff
officers and Marshal Sokolovskiy with having been inconsistent
with what they had earlier indicated -- a likely reference to
the first statement from Military Strategy mentioned above

that account would be taken of the fact that the U.S. and U.K.
allegedly were making their "greatest war preparations" in ASW.

It should be noted at this juncture that it seems most
unlikely that a General Staff-authored publication by any
stretch of the imagination would have conceded that the Navy
had a requirement for even "a certain number of surface ships"
to "protect the operations of submarines" and also "sufficient
reconnaissance and antisubmarine aircraft" to "afford protec-
tion to naval combat operations" (a euphemism for submarine
operations, as noted above) unless the Navy had been formally
assigned the mission of protecting the USSR's seaborne nuclear
deterrent force. Accordingly, the further evidence available
on this subject will be tested against the hypothesis that,



as of the appearance of the first edition of Military
Strategy in 1962, the Soviet Navy had been assigned the pro-
SSBN mission for carrying out in the event of a general war,
nuclear or conventional. In this connection it merits mention
that the same sentence in Military Strategy that publicly
validated the Navy's requirement for "a certain number of
surface ships" to "protect the operations of submarines"
continued directly to indicate that for the Navy's surface
ships at least the pro-SSBN mission was primary and the SLOC-
protection mission and the Army flank-support missions were
secondary. The sentence read in full:

A certain number of surface ships are
necessary to protect the operations of sub-
marines and to carry out secondary missions
such &s the protection of the sea lines of
communication and coordination with the
Ground Forces' operations in coastal regions.

Since this statement does not mention the conceivably
higher priority missions of strategic strike, anti-SSBN,
anti-CVA, and anti-SLOC and since it speaks only of the
priority roles for surface ships, nothing specific can be
deduced from it alone with regard to the standing of the
pro-SSBN mission in "he Soviet Navy's overall mission struc-
ture. Nevertheless, from what was said and from the intrinsic
importance of protecting the perhaps least vulnerable part of
the USSR's strategic deterrence and strike forces, it seems
reasonable to <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>